






















































































ok but why does this then change this self assessable use to Code Assessable
which results in 3 months (average) loss of time, additional charges and costs just
to nominate that the building shall be built to the nominated AHD level on the plan.
This applies to not only industrial land but also commercial, shopping etc.

¢ A site with a Preliminary Approval application has been in the decision stage for
exactly one year. Another Development Application — spent 5 months in the
decision stage while another spent 13 months in the decision stage.

s A Developer noted that the time involved to go through the whole process (i.e.
referral coordination across State Government and response) usually takes 2+
years. The holding cost of this lengthy time period adds substantially to the end cost
and affordability.

» 20ha were purchased as emerging community in draft planning scheme.
Approximately 12 months later the scheme was finalised but designated as
requiring structure planning by the Counci! prior fo development. 14 additionai
months later the developer is still awaiting structure plan finalisation. Infrastructure

charges are increasing during this time.

o An IPA referral agency records that approximately 12.5% of referrals per quarter
are subject to an extension to the information request period and approximately
12.5% of referrals are subject to an extension to the assessment period. This
agency is probably not the worst in this regard and must be commended for
reporting statistics.

¢ South East Queensland Council - in July 2004 a project feasibility was undertaken
and the site purchased. Reconfiguration of a lot and subsequent approvals took 2
years as a consequence of inadequate Council staff resources , particularly
engineering staff, Main Roads referral issues and changing councit policies during

the assessment periods

¢ A code assessable development retail proposal within a rural township was
approved without opposition from state government departments. However state
government departments became involved subsequent to the approval.

¢« Mid North Township, electricity infrastructure delayed approximately 8 months.
Other estates have been completed 4 months but are still awaiting electricity
connection and require generators to allow building works to occur.

« [Example delays:

DA Lodged: June 04, able o begin construction Jan 06, Settlement: May 086;
DA Lodged: June 04, Construction: Sept 08, Settlement: Due Feb 07;
DA Lodged: Sept 04, Construction: Jan 07, Settlement; May 07

¢« Developer notes delays and costs as below

DEVELOPMENT A ASSESSMENT tDAS ACTUAL COMMENTS
TYPE TIMEFRAME ! TIMEFRAME

Project 1 Code 8 months 18 months Council required a full POD which
set every house type. B

Project 2 Code & months 27 months Council changed their park
requirements several fimes.

Project 3 Code & months 27 months

Project 4 Code & months 21 months Council changed the iocation of

the proposed park after setting its
position 12 months eariier.




When taking into account, increases in Infrastructure charges, construction costs,
consultants’ fees and interest charges brought about by delays caused by council loss
incurred by each of the projects is tabulated below. In summary the financial impact is
a loss of $3,822,000 or $6,700 per lot. Note this does not make an allowance for the
loss of revenue brought about by the increase in park dedication, which equates to a
loss of $12,300,000 (i.e. 82 lots at $150k average).

Developer had MCU and ROL approved by Dec 2004 but only just completed the
first stage now due to delays in operational works approvals

Developer waited 3.5 years to get approval for 850 lots and council increased
infrastructure charges significantly in this time.

Previously, a council could approve building relaxation applications (boundary
setbacks) for small lots in Emerging Community Areas and traditional lots after
reconfiguration approval through a blanket building relaxation approval process.
Recent changes to the State’s Standard Building Laws have removed this ability,
meaning that:

o for traditional lots, individual building relaxation applications must now be
lodged at the building stage at a cost of $481 per lot instead of $52/lot;

o for small lots, a development application for preliminary approval (small lot
building envelope) to override the planning scheme’s Small Lot Code now
needs to be lodged with Council. These applications require public
notification (30 business instead of 15 business days) even though the
original reconfiguration approval creating the small lot creates an expectation
that small lots are envisaged.

Developer had to appeal the deemed refusal due to Council's failure to issue a
decision within the statutory periods. MCU/ROL application not assessed within
IPA timeframes. This was a failure by Council to assess the application within the
decision period. Further the Operational Works applications were not assessed
within [PA timeframes. This was a failure to issue info requests within the statutory
period combined with failure to issue the permit within the statutory period for the
decision.

The application was in Council so long that Councit officers often raised issues
forgetting that these had been previously dealt with and agreed. Once an
agreement had been reached, the bureaucratic process of actually getting the
approval took months longer than expected or promised. There is nothing in the
final approval that is unusual or justified such a convoluted approval process.
Problems causing the delays include inaccessibility of Council officers, changes in
staff, the inabitity of the assessment manager to manage the application and
resolve conflicting requirements of the engineering, parks, traffic and ptanning
departments within Council. The developer states that ultimately the project was
the same as if it had been self assessable, since it is in their interests to produce a
guality development, except for three poinis. Firstly Council insisted in locking the
design standards for the houses in the DA i.e. it would require a change to the DA
to update them. Hence even though the developer is constantly evolving better
design and sustainability ideas this project is locked into thinking that is a couple of
years out of date. Secondly, the area of park demanded is excessive. The area of
park originally proposed was 1.25ha which was increased to 2.133ha or 17% of the
site area. Even taking into account the area below the overland fiow path in the
park the requirements were easily excessive by half a hectare (equivalent to about
10 lots). The developer has accommodated the change by making all the lots much
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smaller to the detriment of the customers who now have to pay more for a smalier
lot. Thirdly there have been a multitude of disagreements, often between Council
departments including details such as site access, landscaping standards (for
example Council requires that the topsail in the parks is 800mm deep), and a
temporary sales office hut (Council requires a full impact assessable MCU for a
temporary hut white the home to be used as a sales office is being built — feedback
is that they are likely to refuse it). The delay suffered by the project is summarized
below.

Expected at the time of purchase Actual timing
Purchase of Land Month 1 = Feb 2004 Month 1
Obtain DA Month 9 Month 30
Obtain Operational Works Month 14 Month 34
Start Construction Month 14 Month 33
Registration of first stage Month 17 Month 37
First Settlement Month 20 Month 40

The developer has calculated that if they had been able to release the project
according to the original program they would have made returns close to the
company benchmarks based on an average selling price of $185,000 per lot.
However, because of the delay of 20 months the developer has now abandoned the
prospect of achieving returns anything like normal benchmarks, and has decided to
proceed on the basis of significantly less return however they will still be unable to
increase the prices to not less than $205,000 on average. If the project does not
achieve this the developer will have 1o stop development and use the funds
elsewhere. The end result, in addition to costing the developer money, is that the
consumer will have to pay $20,000 more for smaller lots. If the market will not carry
the increased price at present then the project will be moth balled until it will, adding
to the supply shortfall and denying consumers the benefits of competition and
choice.

In a mid north coastal area a large residential subdivision was lodged for approval
in 2004. Approval put on hold for 12 months by the Council while it undertook a
Drainage Study. This resulted in an estimated additional $4000 per lot in holding
costs. The approvai was also threatened by the developer being required to
indemnify Council, extension notices for the DA not being provided, the developer
being required to undertake additional drainage study and interference in the
process by a local resident.

The project also suffered from policy changes during the development process,
including a condition on an Operational Works approval being substituted by later
letter that necessitated additional works and an access road built in early stage was
required to have industrial standard construction in later stages (not matching the
appearance of the first stage). This change will add an expected $17,000 — 40,000
additional cost for the next stage of roadway and $150,000 additional cost for the
remainder. The project although residential has alsc been rated by Council as a
commercial development, further adding to development costs.

In a northern coastal area a community centre development achieved approval after
a successful appeal. The developer believes it to have been unnecessarily heid up
at operational works approval stage.



Two adjoining Council areas on the north coast were identified as using the same
planning subdivision and design standards. In one of the Councils a large
residential subdivision was delayed more than 2 years while in the adjoining Council
area with less staff but a more facilitative culture a 220 lot subdivision was
approved, completed and sold out within 12 months.

A recent South East Queensland subdivision of 55 Lots in an emerging
communities zone required a development approval time of 27 months with
resulting in additional holding costs of $579,947. Council staffing issues seemed to
be a major factor in the delay.

A current South East Queensland major subdivision in residential zoning has
recorded various stage approval delays totaliing 37 months. The delays resulted
from density negotiation issues, information requests being issued ouiside IPA time
frames and late information requests requiring full redesign.

in the absence of any statutory sanction on local governments who don't meet their
statutory timeframes, the only avenue for the applicant is by way of a “deemed
refusal” appeal. This court process can add significantly to the expense and often
for littte reason.

Time lags in Council’'s remapping of sites to give effect to existing development
approvals has resulted in a number of instances where development applications
have been required because Counci’'s mapping has not been updated to reflect
exiting approvals. For example, a reconfiguration approval was issued on a
greenfield site which was designated emerging community area. The Planning
Scheme mapping had not changed to give effect to the low density residential
housing approval which meant that a subsequent application to reconfigure a site
within the parent parcel of land required an impact assessable application.
Simitarty, there have been instances where Council has required lodgement of
development applications for new houses on land within Council mapped waterway
corridors because the waterway mapping had not been amended to reflect a
previous development approval. Perhaps [PA should recognise that despite
planning scheme mapping, development is self assessable where a previous
development approval / condition implies a clear intention to override the planning
scheme maps.

The failure of some local authorities to aflow their planning decisions to be decided
through delegated authority has resulted in some poor planning decisions and
lengthy delays. Counciliors often do not have the professional skilis to assess and
decide applications. This function should be performed by Council officers under
delegated authority. The consultant has experienced a number of instances in two
council areas where issues were successfully negotiated with Council officers only
to have agreements reversed at Council Planning Committee meetings.

Council staff shortages are creating lengthy delays in the assessment of
development applications across South East Queensland, particuiarly subdivision in
greenfield sites where there are engineering and ecological issues to be resolved.
Extreme delays are being experienced between the lodgement of information
responses and receipt of decision. Development applications in three named newly
developing communities such have taken 2 or more years to obtain approval.
Changes in council staff creates further delays as new officers “reassess” the
application and raise further issues. One of a developer’s development applications
was due to have draft conditions issued in December 2005. Almost one year later,
{with changes in Coungcil planning, ecology and engineering staff) the developer is



yet to receive draft conditions. These delays are exacerbated since some Council
staff are not sufficiently experienced to make reasonable and relevant judgements
to progress the approval process and are reliant on time-poor experienced staff for
guidance.

Despite P&E court ruling over 14 months ago development still held up by council.
Even though code assessable and no less than 97 instances of contact between
the parties o resolve the issue, there is no commitment from council about when a
decision can be expected. In this situation the development already has a
preliminary approval and operational works approval but no MCU / ROL, despite
numerous assurances that these approvals would be forthcoming. This is despite
evidence of developer’s efforts to be flexible and attend to council concerns e.g. the
yield has been reduced to less than half that originally proposed. Note also that
council have not issued any formal information requests.

Land Supply

In August 2004 a developer seeking development sites in South East Queensland
undertook a land availability review of the recent State Government Broadhectare
Study for the Council area. A consultant report examined all land parcels and
reported that:

o There was 23% less land available than that indicated in the Broadhectare
report.

o Average density achieved 1999-2002 was 8.4lots /ha where as a density
yield of 12.5 lots per hectare was being assumed in the broad hectare study.

o Likely yield from the identified available land would be 24% lower than
Broadhectare Study projections.

o Reduced outcomes were a consequence of lower density being achieved,
difficulties and constraints relevant fo smaller land parcels and existing land
users and owners,

20ha of land was purchased as emerging community land based on a draft planning
scheme in South East Queensland. Latest expected urban yield from this land is 11
hectares (only 55%) and the density being sought in some parts is likely to be
unachievable until beyond the medium term.

There is a 145 ha structure plan area in South East Queensiand. Council constraint
overlays reduce the available urban area to 66 ha. The constrained areas are
considered to be well beyond minimum environmental buffers or standard practices.
A recent review likely to increase available urban area to 83 ha but only a 57 %
gross urban fand yield. This site has been impacted by SEQ Regional Plan interim
Guideline: Koalas and Development, State Coastal Management Plan, Flood
Prone, Storm Tide and Drainage Constrained Land Overlay, Waterways , Wetlands
and Moreton Bay Overlay, Habitat Protection Overlay, Road and Rail Noise Impacts
Overlay, Bushfire Hazards Overlay and Acid Sulphate Soils Overlay.

Examination of land supply information with Council staff in a major local
government area in 2003 found approximately 18% of the identified supply would
only be available on a very siow and haphazard basis as land parceis were:

o less than 1.5 hectares in size
o Not forming a group of g'rea_’ter than 5 hectares
o Not adjoining existing subdivisions
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s An approved code assessable subdivision in South East Queensland pitched to the
affordable market was approved in 2003. An isolated parcel of Remnant
Endangered Regional Ecosystem was identified on the site. An offset site has been
pursued with the Depariment of Natural Resources. At a cost of around 22,000
these related costs are estimated to add $12,000 per lot to the development costs.

s A local government in an area where housing supply is very limited launched a new
planning scheme in March 2006 that was based on an assumed population growth
rate of 1.3% per annum, even though PIFU figures for the year ending 2005 set a
figure of 2.9% per annum and the development industry estimates that the actual
growth rates are above 3%. To further compound the problem, former Park
Residential (a lot of which was in an urban zone anyway) became Rural Residential
in the new plan, land which had a higher density residential Preferred Dominant
Land Use Designation became Urban Residential and there were more restrictions
placed on plot ratios, average size allotments, battleaxe allotments, site coverage,
building height etc.

¢ Recent UDIA member survey showed that 47.5% of respondents thought that it was
very difficult to source new land in Queensland and 45% thought that it was difficult.

¢ Developers recorded sending land acquisition managers to particuiar areas with
generous budgets and coming back without buying anything as no appropriate land
was available.

¢ Yield losses due to VMA (for example, a two (2) million doliar block made
completely undevelopable a week or so after purchase (100% RE RE). The
reclassification of ecosystems intc RE RE is also continuing to reduce the vield of
various development sites.

s Unachievable density targets making effective saleable vield much lower e.g. if
need to put in 5 storey buildings to achieve target yield but in an area where this
density is unsaleable then the yield will be much lower until the apartments can be
sold in 10 years time and therefore the cost of houses is much higher as they are
the only cashflow at the time and need to pay the holding costs on the reste.g. in a
particular iocal government area lots of developers are having to walk away from
options on land that they have held for 2.5 years because this issue is making the
development economically infeasible.

¢ In South East Queensland a proposed 520 lot subdivision was Iocated in an area
the Planning scheme indicated for possible future development, was well serviced
and opposite an existing shopping centre. It has been left out of the urban footprint.

« Institute of Public Affairs report notes that the key to affordable housing is sufficient
raw land to make the market competitive so that raw land prices aren’t too high. A
developer noted that the lack of availability of affordable land had been a serious
constraint to the amount of development they could do in Queensland.

Other Issues, Codes etc
« Red Tape Task Force Survey. In 2003 a survey of IPA users identified:

o 91 percent of the respondents experienced problems in the operation of the
stages of IDAS.

= 83 percent of respondents had difficulties in the information and
referrals stage

= 67 percent had problems in the application stage
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= 62 percent had difficulties in the decision stage.

» 85 percent of the respondents were of the view that information
requests were ineffective as:

e information requests were excessive
s non relevant and
« conflicted within themselves.

o 70 percent of the respondents had experienced non compliance with time
frames by authorities.

Regulation Reduction Incentive Fund (RRIF) 2005 investigation regarding
introduction the Risk Smart DA process improvements in SEQ were estimated to be
in the order of $118,738,350 per annum to business. Further savings of
$29,684,087 per annum were estimated for the Councils.

A number of councils are charging rates as per commercial zoned land for land held
by developers for residential development even though it is not zoned commercial
(e.g. rural or residential land). This significantly increases the holding costs and
reduces affordability.

Application fees have recently been significantly increased mid-way through the
budgetary period (without consultation with the development industry) by at least
one council,

Councii applying conditions to Development Approvals that must be completed prior
to issue of a Building Approval that is uncalled for and delays lot sales. An example
is summarised as follows. A Development Application is lodged with a completed
landscape plan and on street works plans and is all processed, passed and
approved. Council then issues the Development Approval with conditions that: a
landscape plan and street plan must again be lodged to Council and signed off prior
to the issue of a Building Approval. The same plans (with additional charges from
Council) go back into Council for a further 4 to 6 week delay. On street works and
landscaping are the last works of a Building Development (say some 2 to 4 months
after building commencement) and are outside of the critical building works. This
approval, if required, should be left to issue of a “Certificate of Classification” stage.

The Referrals Checklist for a DA is now on Version 18 and includes no less than 25
referrals to various Government agencies. Not only do State Government
Departments have to continually expand to implement their own red-tape, but more
and more red-tape is being “devolved” to Local Governments to implement. This
means more staff, more training, new computer systems eic and the only way that
Council can fund these obligations is through increasing rates, fees and charges.

A significant number of developments in a key development area are restricted to
75% of their DA approved lots while awaiting sewerage treatment plant upgrades
that are two years beyond their original scheduled treatment date.

Banks are getting nervous about projects not stacking up. If the banks will fund
developer will need to put in 40% equity not 25% equity. Multiple developers raised
this issue.

Concerns are raised regarding Stamp duty costs

The costs of complying with amendments to the buiiding code e.g. recent
sustainable housing amendments |
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Increased up front costs, infrastructure charges, DA approval costs, external costs
and bonding requirements are discriminating against smaller developers with limited
financial resources potentially reducing market competition.
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